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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

Acknowledgement is mad of applicant's amendment to the specification in papers filed April 
4 th 2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude.with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 38,52,64-66 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as failing to 
set forth the subject matter which applicant(s) regard as their invention. Evidence that 
claim 38 fail(s) to correspond in scope with that which applicant(s) regard as the invention 
can be found in the reply filed 04/04/2005. In that paper (pg. 18 para. 5, pg. 19 para 3), 
applicant has stated "receiving output from a router in a format describing a type of 
output", and this statement indicates that the invention is different from what is defined in 
the claim(s) because there is no output is being obtained from the claimed "routing device" 
, rather components comprising said routing device exchange output (e.g. router system 
provide output to a client interface). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 20,29, and 34 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 

to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 20,29, and 34 are not limited to tangible 

embodiments. In view of Applicant's disclosure, specification page 5 , line 1-15, the 
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computer readable medium (e.g. processor readable medium) is not limited to tangible 
embodiments, instead being defined as including both tangible embodiments (e.g., 
computer storage media) and intangible embodiments (e.g., modulated data signal, such as 
a carrier wave). As such, the claim is not limited to statutory subject matter and is 
therefore non-statutory, A computer readable medium having instructions thereon which 
when executed perform the steps of a useful method would normally be considered 
statutory unless the specification defines "computer readable medium" as including 
intangible media such as signals, carrier waves, transmissions, optical waves, transmission 
media or other media incapable of being touched or perceived absent the tangible medium 
through which they are conveyed. See In re Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 1360, 31 USPQ2d 
1754, 1759 (Fed.Cir. 1994). See also Schrader, 22 F.3d at 295, 30 USPQ2d at 1459. 

Claims 32, 52, and 58, although the preamble recites an apparatus (e.g. routing 
device), the elements/features of the claimed apparatus are not necessarily implemented in 
hardware. The claim is a best directed toward and arrangement of software per se. As such, 
the claim is not tangibly embodies, and is therefore non-statutory. ^ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country 
or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application 
for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for 
purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
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international application designated the United States and was published under Article 
21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-2 and 20-21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Mwikalo et al. (US 6,480,508). 

In regards to claim 1 and 20 , Mwikalo et al. discloses a method and processor-readable 
medium comprising instructions (e.g. router executing the following steps ) for causing a 
programmable processor to comprising: 

• receive output (e.g. DNS message-400) from a router(202) in a format describing a 
type of output (fig. 4-5, col. 6 II. 26-42, e.g. request formatted as DNS query) 

• query a server ( 110,112,120) selected as a function of the type of output (col. 6 II. 
17-25 e.g. requests of DNS query type are forwarded to DNS server); and 

• provide a response from server to a user (col. 6 II. 65 - col. 7 II. 9 e.g. server 
responds to router [user 1] which in turn sends response to a local host [user 2]) 

In regards to claims 2 and 21 , Mwikalo et al. discloses a method and processor readable 
medium of claim 1 and 20, wherein the output is a numeric address (fig. 6 col. 6 II. 44-64, 
col. 7 II. 25-42, e.g. source address, destination address, global DNS address, mac 
address). 

3. Claims 1-4 and 20-23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by White et al. (US 6,711,241). 

In regards to claim 1 and 20 , White et al. discloses a method and processor-readable 
medium comprising instructions (e.g. router system executing the following steps ) for 
causing a programmable processor to: 

• receive output(e.g. DNS request) from a router(85) in a format describing a type of 
output (fig. 6-#220, col. 11 II. 5-6 e.g. request formatted as DNS request) 
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• query a server (DNS Server -202) selected as a function of the type of output (col. 6 

s 

II. 5-18 e.g. request type for DNS translation are forwarded to DNS server); and 

• provide a response (e.g. IP address or Host Name) from server to a user ( col. 6 II. 
5-24, router (85), destination router(116)). 

In regards to claims 2 and 21 , White et al. discloses a method and processor readable 
medium of claim 1 and 20, wherein the output is a numeric address (IP address , customer 
input IP address request sent to router(85) which queries DNS for inverse request: IP 
address-host name, col. 10 II. 64-65, col. 11 II. 6-9,col. 11 II. 16-18 ). 

In regards to claim 3 and 22 White et al. discloses a method and processor readable 
medium of claims 2 and 21 comprising: 

• querying a name server (e.g. DNS server) selected as a function of the type of the 
output (col. 6 II. 5-18 e.g. request type for DNS translation are forwarded to DNS 
server) 

• receiving from the name server a symbolic name (e.g. domain or host name) 
associated with the numeric address ( e.g. inverse function taking IP address and 
retuning host name) ( col. 11.11. 7-18 ) 

I n regards to claim 4 and 23, the rejection of claim 2 also applies here. White et al. disclose 
an owner database (e.g. DNS server/database which houses the host name to IP address 
relationship associated with a customer premise equipment-127, which is an owner of an IP 
address and host name), said owner database sends identification (e.g. host name) of an 
owner (127) associated with an numeric address (e.g. IP address col. 10 II. 28-35, col. 10 II. 
61- col. 11 II. 8) received by a user (router-85, destination router-116). 
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4. Claims 11, 12, 15, 29,30,33 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Pabla (US 2002/0156875). 

In regards to claim 11, 12, 15 and 29 Pabla discloses the method and processor readable 
medium comprising instructions for causing said method to:, 

• receive a numeric address (e.g. messages which contain unique identifier of a peer) 
in a self-describing format [0013][0042][0044][0147]. 

• query a name server (DNS or Peer Name Server) to resolve the numeric address into 
a symbolic name (e.g. reverse lookup); and providing a symbolic name to a user 
(abs, [0008][0044][0049]) 

• wherein the numeric address identifies a network peer (e.g. [0044], e.g. unique 
identifier of a peer) 

5. Claims 38, and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Abjanic (US 6,732,175). 

In regards to claim 38 ,Abjanic discloses a routing device (145, e.g. this is a device that 
performs routing col. 4 II. 66- col. 5 II. 3) comprising: 

• a client interface(316,320) to receive operation request from network 
client(132,120,110); 

• and a router system module to process the operation request (312) and provide 
output to the client interface (316,320) in a format (e.g. configuration pattern) that 
describes the type of the output (e.g. application or business transaction type) (col. 
8 If. 53-67); 
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• wherein the client interface (316,320) is configured to query a server selected as 
function of the type of the output ((col. 8 II. 53-col. 9 II. 11) and provide a response 
from the server to the network router client (col. 10 II. 66-67). 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claim 5 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over White et al. (US 6,711,241). as applied to claim 1 further in view of Hinchey 
et al. (US 2002/0122547) 

In regards to claims 5 and 24 , White et al. discloses the method and processor 
readable medium of claim 2 and 20. White is silent on the method of claim 2 further 
comprising querying a router policy database selected as a function of the type of output; 
receiving from the router policy database an identification of one or more router polices 
associated with the numeric address; and providing the identification of the one or more 
router polices as the response to the user. 

White et. al and Hinchey et al. are with the same environment of processing request 
services (e.g. voice ) in a network. In the instance case white discloses querying ( 624) a 
router policy database(114) selected as a function of the type of output ( e.g. call set up 
information, call attributes ); receiving from the router policy database (114) and 
identification of one or more router polices (320) associated with the numeric address 
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(308e.g. called phone number, IP address [0009][0044]); and providing the identification of 
the one or more router polices as a response to the user 
([0010][0036][0054][0060][0078]) 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify White et al. by having that which is taught by Hinchey et al. above in order to 
route output to an appropriate destination[0010][0036][0054][0060][0078]. 

8. Claims 6,16 ,25 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over White et al. (US 6,711,241) in view of Giroti et al. (US 
2003/0018700). 

In regards to claim 6 and 25 White discloses claim 1 and 20, however White et al. fail to 
disclose wherein the output is in an XML-tagged output. 

Giroti et al. and White et al. are analogous art and both disclose delivering services 
(e.g. voice, data etc.) to users over a network. In the instance case, Giroti et al. discloses a 
router (30) output (e.g. messages and XML data packets) between IP, Wireless, and PSTN 
networks[0026]. 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify White et al. by having receiving an XML-tagged output from a router, as taught by 
Giroti et al. in order to delivery both voice and data to a user simultaneously and 
synchronously and enable users to interact with computer applications in a generally richer 
manner, enhancing service effectiveness and user satisfaction 
([0006][0008][0021][0027][0029]). 



In regards to claim 16 and 34 White et al. discloses a method and processor readable 
medium comprising instructions to perform the following steps comprising said method: 
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• receiving a command (e.g. requesting communication col. 10 II. 61-65 ) in a user 
interface module (206) 

• invoking a system module (204 )to process the command 

• receiving (202) an IP address from the system module (204) * 

• querying a domain name server (202) to resolve the IP address to a symbolic name 
(reverse name lookup/DNS) 

• providing the symbolic name(e.g. domain or host name) to a user (85,116) 
White et al. silent on wherein said IP address is an XML tagged IP address 

Giroti et al. and White et al. are analogous art and both disclose delivering services 
(e.g. voice, data etc.) to users over a network. In the instance case, Giroti et al. discloses a 
system module (30) output (e.g. messages and XML data packets) between IP, Wireless, 
and PSTN networks[0026]. 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify White et al. by having that which is taught by Giroti et al. above for the same 
- reasons as indicated under the rejection of claim 6 (White et al. in view of Giroti et al. 
above) 

9. Claims 17,18,35, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over White et al. (US 6,711,241) in view of Giroti et al. (US 
20030018700) as applied to claim 16 and 34 above further in view of Tan et al. ( 
US 6,314,469 ). 

In regards to claim 17, 18, 35, and 36 , White et al. in view of Giroti et al. are silent on 

• rendering the IP address in a text format different from an XML-tagged format of 
the IP address before querying the domain name server 
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• wherein the text format is selected from the group consisting of an ASCII format, a 
UTF-8 format, and a Unicode format. 

Tan et al. discloses an network component (16) for rendering output in a text format 
different from the format describing the type of output which is selected from the said group 
(e.g. Unicode, ASCII ) before querying the server (e.g. name server-18). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify White et al. in view of Giroti et al. by having that which is taught by Tan et al. 
above in order to convert text into a format that a name server can use thus enabling users 
to user to send non-Unicode and non ASCII encoded requests (abs, col. 2 II. 55-59c. 9 II. 
53-62). 

10. Claims 7 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over White et al. (US 6,711,241) as applied to claim 1 further in view of Hind et 
al. (US 2002/0161801). 

In regards to claim 7 and 26 , White et al. discloses claim 1 and 20, however White et al. fail 
to further disclose rendering the output in a text format different from the format describing 
a type of the output before querying the server 

Hind et al. discloses rendering the output in a text format different from the format 
describing a type of the output (e.g. xml) before querying the server(325) [0046] 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify White et al. by having rendering the output in a text format different from the 
format describing a type of the output before querying the server, as taught by Hind et al. 
for effectively offloading XML parsing overhead from a server .([0007][0009][0020][0046]) 
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11. Claims 6, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mwikalo et al. (US 6,480,508) in view of Monday (US 6,480,860). 

In regards to claim 6 and 25 , Mwikalo et al. discloses claim 1 and 20, however Mwikalo et 
al. fail to disclose wherein the output is in an XML-tagged output 

Monday disclose a router (125) where a component (e.g. xml translator) receives 
xml tagged output ( xml-tagged request) ( col. 7 II. 41-67, col. 8 II. 33-37) 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Mwikalo et al. by receiving output in an XML-tagged format, as taught by Monday 
in order to allow requests to be made via user-friendly interfaces that are easy to use rather 
than requiring cryptic commands be used by a user to obtain information from a server 
(col. 4 II. 60-col. 5 II. 2) 

12. Claims 7, 8, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mwikalo et al. (US 6,480,508) in view of Tan et al. ( US 
6,314,469 ). 

In regards to claim 7,8, 26 and 27 r Mwikalo et al. discloses the method of claim 1 and 
processor readable medium of claim 20 which comprises a plurality of network components 
(See Mwikalo 120,122,110,112) for processing text output from a router(102) 

Mwikalo et al. are silent on rendering the output in a text format different from the 
format describing a type of the output before querying the server; wherein the text format 
is selected from the group consisting of ASCII format, a UTF format and a Unicode. 

Tan et al. discloses an network component (16) for rendering output in a text 
format different from the format describing the type of output which is selected from the 
said group (e.g. Unicode, ASCII ) before querying the server (e.g. name server-18). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Mwikalo et al. by having that which is taught by Tan et al. above in order to convert 
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text into a format that a name server can use thus enabling users to user to send non- 
Unicode and non-ASCII encoded requests (abs, col. 2 II. 55-59c. 9 II. 53-62). 

13. Claims 9 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mwikalo et al. (US 6,480,508) in view of Pabla (US 2002/0156875). 

Mwikalo et al. discloses the methods of claim 1 and programmable readable medium 
of claim 20 for executing said methods. Mwikalo discloses a router (102) which outputs 
numeric address to servers (110,112,120). 

Pabla discloses a peer (e.g. the router[102] of Mwikalo) which initiates a discovery 
on a Peer Name Server (e.g. a component of Mwikalo et al network, See Pabla [0042]). The 
Peer Name server in response provides a list of peer names (e.g. a reverse lookup capability 
disclosed by Pablo [0049], hence the output from said peer to said peer name server is a 
list of numeric address of network peers. ) [0042][0049][0059][0060][0089][0100][0101] 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Mwikalo et al. by having output comprising a listing of network peers identified by 
numeric address, as taught by Pablo in order to reduce the load on server systems by 
allowing peers to bypass the server for information, file exchange and other resource 
sharing, allowing the servers to perform services which require the specialized hardware 
and/or software of a "dedicated" server system [060][0010]. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments see pg. 4 "objection to disclosure", filed April 4, 2005 with 
respect to the Disclosure as amended have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
objection of the disclosure has been withdrawn. 
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15. Applicant's arguments see pg. 14 "objection to Drawings, filed April 4, 2005, with 
respect to Drawings have been fully considered and are persuasive. The objection of 
drawings has been withdrawn. 

16. Applicant's arguments see pg. 15-16 under "Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 
112, Second Paragraph, with respect to Claims 20,29,34,38,52,58, and 64-66 filed April 4 th 

, 2005 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection U.S.C. § 112, Second 
Paragraph of Claims 20,29,34,38,52,58, and 64-66 has been withdrawn, 

17. Applicant's arguments in regards to claims rejected under 35 U.S.C 101 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Claims 20,29, and 34 are not limited to tangible embodiments. In view of 
Applicant's disclosure, specification page 5 , line 1-15, the computer readable medium (e.g. 
processor readable medium) is not limited to tangible embodiments, instead being defined 
as including both tangible embodiments (e.g., computer storage media) and intangible 
embodiments (e.g., modulated data signal, such as a carrier wave). As such, the claim is 
not limited to statutory subject matter and is therefore non-statutory. A computer readable 
medium having instructions thereon which when executed perform the steps of a useful 
method would normally be considered statutory unless the specification defines "computer 
readable medium" as including intangible media such as signals, carrier waves, 
transmissions, optical waves, transmission media or other media incapable of being touched 
or perceived absent the tangible medium through which they are conveyed. See In re 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 1360, 31 USPQ2d 1754, 1759 (Fed.Cir. 1994). See also 
Schrader, 22 F.3d at 295, 30 USPQ2d at 1459. 
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Claims 32, 52, and 58, although the preamble recites an apparatus (e.g. routing 
device), the elements/features of the claimed apparatus are not necessarily implemented in 
hardware. The claim is a best directed toward and arrangement of software per se. As such, 
the claim is not tangibly embodies, and is therefore non-statutory. 

18. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1-37 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

19. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 
of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
router) are not recited in the rejected claim(s) (i.e. Claim 38,52,64-66). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not 
read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). 

20. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 52-63,65-66 have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. The rejection of claims 52-63,65-66 has been withdrawn. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

21. Claim 10,13,14,19,31,32,37,39-51,53-63 are objected to as being dependent upon 
a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

22. Claim 52,65-66 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 
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Conclusion 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Citation of prior art from prior office action incorporated herein. Refer to Notice of 
References Cited: Form PTO-892 for additional references cited as being pertinent to 
applicants disclose 

24. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant 
to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no 
event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carolyn F. Fleary whose telephone number is (571) 572- 
7218. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571)272-3949. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). 



Carolyn F Fleary 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2152 
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